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Applicants respectfully request an Oral Hearing and include the 


$270.00 fee as specified under 37 C.F.R. 1.17(g). 


REMARKS 

This Reply Brief is in response to the Examiner's Answer mailed June 18, 2001 . 

In the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner has failed to provide any logical nexus as to 
why one skilled in the art would combine the references as suggested by the Examiner. The 
Examiner states, in his remarks, that the parts are present in the two references and therefore 
one with general knowledge would combine the parts. 

The Examiner has failed to take into account that the Dafler reference teaches a bearing 
which has a thrust ring holding the bearing onto the shaft. The thrust ring has a diameter which 
is larger than the diameter of the bearing at their abutment. Thus, there would be a significant 
reduction in the bearing in order to provide a recess in the bearing as suggested by the 
Examiner. 




in 


one 


The Wrobel reference cited by the Examiner utilizes a slip ring to hold the bearing onto 
the shaft. The slip ring must be positioned well down onto the shaft to hold the bearing onto 
the shaft. Thus, the Examiner has failed to provide the common link as to why one skilled 
the art would combine these two references. But for the Examiner's hindsight reconstruction, 
one skilled in the art would not take the teachings of these two references and come up with 
Applicant's invention. Thus, the Examiner has failed to provide any motivation as to why 
skilled in the art would combine these two references as he has suggested. Further, it is clear 
to the Applicant that only through hindsight reconstruction could the Examiner apply the two 
references. 

Thus, Applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner has not proved that his 
combination represents a prima facia case of obviousness as the references cited do not teach 
the elements of the claimed invention, much less suggest the combination of the references. 

Applicant's invention provides the art with an improved armature in a motor in a power 
tool that is neither suggested nor disclosed by the prior art. Accordingly, reversal of the final 


rejection of Claims 1-4, 6-11, 13-18, 20 and 21 and allowance of the claims is respectfully 


requested. 
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